SIR -Your News Feature 'Peaceful primates, violent acts' (Nature 447, 635-636; 2007) reports on the conflicts that arise when wild animals studied for research are threatened by poaching and the bush-meat trade. Regional and international conservation organizations can help, but sometimes individual researchers feel that more immediate measures are required. Local presence has been shown to be one of the most efficient conservation actions, and many research programmes, including the bonobo research project of the Max Planck Institute, have taken risks in continuing to work even when unrest prevails.
You tell the story of Jonas Eriksson, a PhD student who left his academic career to engage in an unusual form of conservation action. From your report, readers may have gained the impression that Eriksson has been engaging in firefights using guns obtained illegally, but this was not the case. The aim of the project was to strengthen the capacity of the guards of the Congolese wildlife authority (ICCN) and to lead joint patrols of villagers and park guards into areas of Salonga National Park where poachers operate. The guards from ICCN are armed with automatic weapons that are owned by the wildlife authority, with a mandate to use them for law enforcement.
We emphasize that the anti-poaching project is neither typical nor representative of the work of the Max Planck Society. Researchers at LuiKotal, in Salonga National Park, have never been armed. Carrying arms would violate national and international laws, and would be counterproductive to the goals of our research.
Conservation and research have to go hand in hand, without weapons. The pressures that we can exert are physical presence and a strong motivation to protect those who provide us with the information we seek. This is what Eriksson did when he started his Salonga mission, and it is what other researchers from our institute do at their field sites across the African continent. 75-82; 2006) , the DIW model is based on egregious misinterpretation of my work.
Gottfried Hohmann
The German gross domestic product (GDP) was about €2,000 billion (US$2,700 billion) in 2006. If the German economy grows by 1.65% per year without climate change and 0.5% slower with climate change, as the DIW study suggests, then the gap between the two scenarios is the €800 billion in 2050 that you reported. This corresponds to 20% of German GDP in 2050, without climate change. This is at the upper end of the range of the Stern Review. However, you call the DIW study "less pessimistic" than the Stern Review.
You are correct to say that my estimates of the impacts of climate change are lower than those of the Stern Review, and, by implication, the DIW study. Indeed, as I showed earlier (R. Tol Energy Policy 33, 2064-2074; 2005) , peer-reviewed estimates are lower than estimates in the grey literature. Neither the DIW study nor the Stern Review were reviewed by independent peers. Pettit is probably one of the most prolific and productive scientists at ASU. He has published more than 750 articles in the cancer field, and was responsible through his own prodigious funding efforts for the construction, maintenance, operation and staffing of the institute. The efforts of Pettit, his students and collaborators are known worldwide, thanks to their investigations during the past 30 years of the anti-cancer properties of natural marine products. The institute brought more funds to ASU, through its patent income, than any other inventor.
Richard Tol
Pettit's institute was closed with startling lack of notice and the staff of more than 60 people were marched out of the building on 27 January 2006 by security personnel (see Chemical and Engineering News 10, 6 February 2006) . In terms of harsh abruptness, this step must be unprecedented in US academic history.
A pending, multi-million dollar suit against Crow and ASU filed by the Government Accountability Project with the US District Court in Phoenix may yet shed light on this sorry affair.
More often than not, excessive sunshine produces sunburn, some of it even fatal. Nobel laureates know what they're talking about SIR -Your Editorial 'Nobels in dubious causes' (Nature 447, 354; 2007) urges scientists and Nobel laureates to "campaign only where they can truly make a difference". I think you mean that we should use our fleeting fame only in causes that we know something about. Or, as Pliny the Elder put it: "Shoemaker, stick to your last".
Carl Djerassi
A few laureates may sign too many things. However, as a founder and board member of Scientists and Engineers for America, I use my Nobel prize to discuss something I know a good deal about.
Our aim is to make available to society at large the evidence-based science relating to critical issues facing us all. There is a lot of shouting out there and it is hard for the layperson to find reality. Political affiliation does not matter to us. Both Republican and Democratic presidential candidates endorse corn-based ethanol as an energy source. Both are wrong; it is our job to call it mainly a farm subsidy and explain why it is that rather than what it is claimed to be. It is up to the public to decide how much to support it.
We are also educating scientists on how to run for school boards. We hope many of them will win, and in this way improve the poor state of science education in our schools and keep it focused on the real world.
We intend to inform the electorate of the science-based issues that their elected officials have to face, and of what actions these officials have taken. We also intend to summarize the science behind the issues, including what we know and what we don't know. We hope both to draw attention to under-appreciated science issues and provide the advocacy necessary to get things done -not along party-political lines, but scientifically. In matters of interior decoration you' d be as likely to get good advice from a person pulled at random off the streets of Glasgow as from a gaggle of Nobel laureates. But eminent scientists bring much-needed perspectives and insight to policy decisions that hinge on scientific facts and methods, and the uncertainties associated with them. Many of the most difficult political issues todaysuch as climate change, securing nuclear materials, setting priorities in health research and many others -are intimately tied to issues in science.
Burton Richter
Given the cacophony of biased and misleading information that dominates many of these debates, the kind of advice and leadership provided by scientists is essential.
How could it be considered 'dubious' for scientists to defend and explain the process of scientific inquiry, when elected officials are making technical decisions based on the advice of novelists and religious extremists? SEA was organized to ensure that candidates' positions on critical science-policy matters are easily available, clearly understood and openly debated.
Your Editorial implies that this essential public service is inappropriate. On the contrary, it would be a terrible mistake if scientists with information critical to the debate retreat to ivory towers. Scientists have a responsibility to bring relevant facts to light, provide early warnings of problems that scientists are uniquely able to see and suggest solutions that might otherwise not enter the debate. 
